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PREFACE 


This study was conducted under Task 771^IS, Selection and Classification Technologies. The 
research focuses on the development of procedures and techniques to refine and improve 
measurement devices used in the Air Force operational testing program. 

This work represents an attempt to refine the aptitude indexes of the Armed Services 
Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB). thereby improving their predictive accuracy and 
consequently the utility of selection measures. This effort supports the subthrust area Assessment of 
Personnel Qualifications, under the major thrust area of Manpower and Force Management. 
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WEIGHTING OF APTITlI)K COMPONENTS BASED ON DIFFERENCES 
IN TECHNICAL SCHOOL DIFFICULTY 


I. BA( M.KOIM) and introduction 

The use of the official aptitude battery (called by various names over the past three decades) for 
selection and classification of Air Force enlisted personnel has always taken the form of computation and 
interpretation of four or more Aptitude Indexes (AIs) (Weeks, Mullins. & Vitola, 1975). The use of AIs 
appeared in the first Air Force aptitude battery (AC-1A). It was not administratively feasible in 1948 to 
produce a unique composite score for each Air Force job. but it was assumed that differential aptitude 
composites were desirable. Job clusters were developed on the basis of subjective judgment and job 
analysis data. Through study of test results, scientists formed clusters of tests (AIs) which were reasonably 
homogeneous internally and predictive of success in schools in the separate job clusters. 

During succeeding years, various changes in composition of the AIs have been made, mostly by 
administrative fiat, so that at the present time the current enlisted aptitude battery produces four Air 
Force AIs —Mechanical (M). Administrative (A), General (G). and Electronic (E). Along the way, a great 
deal of research has been done on the enlisted aptitude battery, but few studies questioned the 
effectiveness of the concept of M, A, G, and E aptitude indexes or explored novel ways of weighting 
subtests to produce the M, A. G, and E composites. This study addresses the utility of a different method 
for weighting the M. A, G, and E composites. 

Historically, subtest weighting has been accomplished partly by science and partly by artistry. 
Through various multiple correlational techniques, an optimum weight has been derived within each Air 
Force Specialty for each subtest score against final technical school grade for that specialty. Then the sets 
of weights for specialties have been scrutinized within a particular aptitude area (say, M), looking for a 
minimal set of predictors which consistently exhibit positive non-trivial weights across the entire area. 
When such a set has been found (three or four predictors), the weights are all rounded to 1.0, and again 
multiple correlation coefficients are computed between school grades and these unit-weighted predictor 
variables to see if the validities are holding up after conversion from optimum weights to unit weights. 
Ordinarily, little is lost by converting to unit weighting (see Wainer, 1976). 

One problem, however, has been recognized with this system. Different s Sools within each aptitude 
area require different VI levels to qualify for entry. For example, some A schools require only a score of 
lOth percentile for admission, while others require the 80th percentile. Both schools, however, give grades 
on tin- sarin* apparent scale, fror 70 to 100. even though the ABO school is undoubtedly much more 
difficult that the A IO school. Therefore, a final school grade of 82 would refer to a lesser accomplishment 
in the A JO school than it would in the A80 school. When validities are computed and predictor weights 
assigned across entire aptitude areas regardless of school level (see Figure I). some method is needed for 
adjusting school grades in individual schools upward or downward as a function of the prerequisite levels 

of ability ( \ 10. \5<).\80). Such a method would ensure that graduates of A40and A80 schools have 

criterion -cores based on the same metric. In short, if it could be done, predictor weights for subtests 
would In- more accurate, and Al seores could he computed which would be more efficient than they are 
now. The problem, then, is how to estimate what the school grade of the ABO students would have been if 
they had taken the AM) course and if there had not been a ceiling score of 100 on school grades. 
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_ = Line of best fit for each level of schools 

— — * Line of best fit for entire aptitude area 

A — A40 entrance prerequisite 

B — A60 entrance prerequisite 

i] ~ ABO entrance prerequisite 


Figure I. Schematic representation of depressing effect of similar criterion 
range on overall validity coefficient computed across 
school requiring different levels of aptitude. 


When restated in this form, the problem almost resolves itself. The solution is to find a constant that 
can be added to the school grades of ABO students to reflect the difference in difficulty between the A40 
and ABO schools. Such a constant should improve the situation in the manner depicted in Figures 1 and 2. 
The computation of this constant requires only that the mean school grade of the A40 school he known 
and that an estimate can be made of the mean school grade the A80 students would have earned if they 
had attended the A40 school and if the 100 score ceiling were removed. Such an estimate can be made 
reasonably well by computing the best AI in the A40 school from available predictor information. This A1 
is then used to predict the grades of members of the A80 group. The difference between the mean of the 
observed criterion grades of the A40 group and the mean of the predicted grades of the A80 group 
provides the required constant. This constant is then added to the criterion grade of each subject in the 
A80 group to provide a raw criterion metric so that grades of all students (both A40 and A80) are arranged 
on the same criterion scale. 


The formula to derive the new criterion K score is as follows: 


K; 


where 




,; j + (, 'T ‘ ~B> 


the transformed grade score of person j 
the observed grade score of person j 










40 80 


Entry Prerequisite 

— — — Line of tw*st fit for entire aptitude area 

A - A-W entrance prerequisite 

B = AW) entrance prerequisite 

<’. = AHO entrance prerequisite 

Figure 2. Schematic representation of higher validity coefficierit 
attainable if different level schools are placed 
on same criterion metric by adding constants. 


cjj = the mean of the composite scores generated for students in tin* Base group (tin* group 

in which the prediction composite is generated — i.e.. the A40 group in the above 
exam pie). 

< | = the mean of the composite scores generated for subjects in a Target group by applying 

weights developed in the Base group (the Target group is the group to which the 
criterion grade correction will he applied. In the above example. AHO would he the 
Target group). 

^ hen the scores on the K criterion have been computed, the situation depicted in Figure 2 will have 
been achieved, and an adjusted criterion will have become available for use in developing new weights for 
the available predictor variables. The new weights can be used to establish a new aptitude composite 
which max reasonably he expected to predict success throughout the aptitude area, disregarding level, 
better than any set of weights computed in the conventional way. 

Two sets of weights are computed. The first set comes from predicting the actual grades on just the 
440 group and is done only as an intermediate step to determine the constant used to adjust the grades of 
the 480 group. The second set of weights comes from predicting a combination of the actual grades on the 
A Ml group and the adjusted grades on the \80 group. This second set of wei gills (I efines the new aptitude 









After the new weights (against the k criterion) have been established and composite aptitude scores 
have been computed for all students in the study, it is necessary to check empirically to see whether the 
new composites reallv do predict actual school grades better than do the old ones. The objective of this 
>tud\ was to develop new weights for aptitude composites computed from k-crileriou scores for a sample 
ol the population and to cross-apply these weights to another sample. 


II. APPROACH 


Sample Population 

I he sample consisted ol all airmen entering the Air Force between January 1977 and September 
19,9. on whom sublest and Al scores on Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Batten (ASVAB) Forms 5. 
(>. or 7 and numerical technical training final school grades were available. School failures were omitted 
from the sample, as well as all subjects in schools where the total number of graduates during this 2-\ear 
period was less than 50. Total N lor the sample after all necessary deletions was 88.199. Of these. 1 4 >.7 1 7> 
were graduates of schools requiring multiple aptitude prerequisites (e.g.. K80 and MOO). and 08.181 were 
from I 19 school> with only a single prerequisite (e.g.. \00). The 19.715 subjects in schools with multiple 
prerequisites were arbitrarily called V and all computations and data manipulations applied to the M. the 
A. tht' G. and the F subjects were also applied to the \ subjects (even though this group consisted of M. A. 
G. and F subjects intermingled). 

I he subjects in each school were randomly divided equally into a computing ((') suhsample and a 
cross-validation (\ ) suhsample. Then, within each suhsample. schools were combined to form the groups 
shown in Table I 


Table 1. Groups by Aptitude Area and by Entry Level 


Group 

N<OY) 

Group 

N«>\) 

Group 

N(C+V) 

M40 

8.395* 

G40 

3.530 

E50 

1.852 

M50 

8.079 

G45 

14.271 3 

EM) 

1.134 

A 40 

7.259* 

G50 

J54 

E80 

10.322* 

A50 

224 

G60 

8.710 

X40 

5.078 

A60 

2.251 

G65 

121 

X50 

1.260 

A70 

205 

gho 

773 

X60 

13.371* 

A 80 

1.204 






a B»w group. All other* are Target group*. 


Predictor/Grilerion Variables 

Hie following variables were available (or were computed) on each subject: 

1. Technical school final grades, graduates onh. 

2. ASVAB sublest score—Numerical Operations 

8. ASX AB sublest score—Attention to Detail 
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1. \S\ VB subtest score—Vi on! knowledge 

3. \S\ VB subtest seore—Arithmetic Reasoning 

(». VS\ \B subtest score— Space Perception 

7. \S\ \B Mihiest scorr-Mn lianiial Comprehension 

H. \SV.\B subtest score— Slui|i Information 

<). ASY VB subtest seore — Auto Information 

|0. \S\ \B subtest score — Electronics Information 

11. \S\ \B subtest seore — (.moral Information 

12. ASYAB subtest More— Math knowledge 

13. VSVAB subtest seore—General Science 

I 1. Mechanical VI. as eonventioiialk derived. 1 

13. Vdniinislrative AL a> eonventioiialk derived. 1 

1 (>. General VI. as eonventioiialk derived. 1 

IT. Kleetronie VI. as conventional!) derived. 1 

18-.VT Educational variables. These variables were diehotomous. seoretf I if (lie subject had 

suecessfulk completed a specified publie school course, zero otherwise. 
friMil. Prediction composites HIM. <1 V. GIG. (UK. and Cl\. <’oinputed against tin* k 

criterion using onk tin* VS\ VB subtest scores (Variables 2—13). 

(m- 00. Prediction composites C2M. (2 V. (2(7 (2K. and (.2\. computed against the k 

criterion using the subtest scores and tin- educational variables (Variables 2—13. 

1R-3<». 


Method 

I he K criterion was c omputed in the C suhsainple of the M Base Group (M10 schools), and applied in 
the larget Groups (only one in this case) of that aptitude area to get the constants for correcting the final 
school grade's of each subject so that all members of M schools were placed on the same c riterion (the k 
criterion) metric. 

This procedure yielded a single* criterion for all members of the* M aptitude area, regardless of level. 
I he levels were then combined, and within the M aptitude area, another R 2 was computed in the C 
suhsainple; this one between the k criterion and the 12 predic tor subtest scores taken as a set. I sing the 
weights emerging from this exercise, a new Mechanical Al score (railed C1M) was generated for all 
subjects in all cross-validation suhsamples (A. G. E. and \ as well as M). This completed the development 
of the* HIM composite. The same procedure was repeated in the A. G. E. and \ groups to generate Cl A. 
C1G. C1E. and Gl\ for all subjects. 

The procedure desc ribed in the previous two paragraphs was repeated, this time using the 12 subtest 
scores plus the 12 educational variables as the set of predictor variables. The prediction composites using 
all these predictors were designated as C2M. G2A. C2G. C2E. and C2X. 

At this stage, three different sets of Als. or predictor composites, were available for comparison in the 
cross-validation sample; namek. the four composites generated in the traditional way (M. A. G. and E). 
the five Cl composites generated using the k criterion and the subtest scores only (C1M. CIA. C1G. C1E. 
and (.IX). and the five C2 composites generated against the k criterion using the subtest scores plus the 


'In fhi?* **| ti *| \ . ihc M. V li. amt K aptitude composite* wen* recomputed and used in ran score (not percentile) form. ( on version 
problems with \SV VH (» and 7 would not affect the results of the studv. 


0 







educational variables (<12M. <12A. (12<i. <12K. and (12\). Validity comparisons were made in tin* \ 
suhsample between the standard AIs arid the <11 and (12 composite* to determine whether or not the Cl 
and/or (12 composites improved prediction ol final school grades in individual schools, and if so. how 
much improvement occurred. 


III. RKSUTS AM) DISCISSION 

Validity coefIicients against school grades were computed within each of the I Id schools. The 
uncorrected validities of the AIs. the Cl composites, and the (12 composites are shown in Table 2. The 
same validities, corrected for attenuation by selection (Cuilford. I ( )30. formulae 13.2*1 and 13.31. p. 3ld) 
are shown in Table 3. The following observations are obvious from Table 3: 

1. There is very little difference between the Cl and C2 composites. Validities averaged (using K to 
Fisher's Z transformation) across all schools were .3d for the Cl composites and .(>() for the C2 composites. 
To improve validities by an average of only .01 is not worth using 12 additional predictor variables (the 
education variables). For the rest of this report, comparisons will be made only between the conventional 
AIs and tin 1 Cl composites. 

2. There is worthwhile improvement, overall, in the predictive efficiency of the Cl composites as 
compared with AIs computed in the traditional manner. Vs mentioned in the previous paragraph, the 
overall average validity of the Cl composite, across all 1 Id schools, was .3d. The average validity of the AIs 
across all schools was .30. It should In* noted, however, that the improvement in prediction using the Cl 
composites may not he entirely attributable to the new wa\ of computing the <11 composites, using the k 
criterion approach. There wen* at least two other differences between the formation of the traditional AIs 
ami the (11 composites hirst, all ASV VH subtests were used to form the Cl composites, whereas only 
selected subsets of subtest scores are used to form the traditional Vis. Second, the subtest scores 
comprising the AIs were unit weighted, whereas the Cl composite was formed In optimal weighting of all 
12 siihtest scores. Kxperienee indicates that, in a cross-validation sample, optimal weights produce very 
littl e more prediction than unit weights and that, at least in most situations involving a large predictor set. 
only a very few variables have weights significantly different from zero. From a practical standpoint, the 
important fact is that composites computed in the manner of the Cl composites are more efficient in 
predicting success of airmen, for whatever reason. Still, it is important to understand more e\actl\ w hv the 
Cl composites are superior to the VC computed in the usual manner. V reanalysis of these data will be 
done to control for the variance which could possibly be introduced b\ optimal weighting and larger 
predictor sets in forming the Cl composites. 

3. The validities of <11 M. <11 V. ClC. <11 F. and <11 \ are all ver\ similar, regardless of what is being 
predicted. I* or example, there is ver\ little ad van tag** in using the < II M composite to predict success in I he 
mechanical area: (II V. (1C. <11F. and Cl\ all do about equally well. This is an interesting finding. It 
seems to argue that success in one area is similar to success in other areas. Also, differential prediction b\ 
tests ol various '’factors, which most researcher* have been pursuing, mav In*, as \1e\emar suggested 
(McNemar. I ( l(»f). largely illusorx. CertainK in this study, where no artificial control* were imposed on 
the selection and weighting of siiblesl score*, there is little to choose among the <11 M. V. C. and 1*1 
composites, whatever one is predicting. Average validities of the various composites arc given. h\ aptitude 
area, in Table 3. 

Larger difference* appear among the V|. V. C. and F Vis computed in the tradiiional manner, 
although tin* selector composite i- sometimes not tin* most efficient one: prohahh because, in the past, 
differences among the Vis were sometimes furred even though some overall \alidii\ was lost. Fven these 
conventional Vis. formed in a theoretical framework rationale designed to mavimize differential validio. 
are not generally very convincing in substantiating differential prediction as a practical goal of test 
construction. 
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Table 2. Comparison of Gncorrected Validities, Three Prediet ion 
Composites Against Technical School Final Grade®* ^ 



(Ion volitional 
Compo.silrs 


Cl 

(^omponiirK 


(2 

Compofiiloh 

Sch«M>l 

M a <; K 

M 

a <; k \ 

M 

A V K X 


M Schools 

111X0 (M50) 

35 

10 

33 

to 

0.3 

03 

03 

61 

o5 

61 

01 

(Hi 

(Hi 

07 

36 1X0 (M MO It' 

23 

2*> 

20 

31 

11 

31 

30 

11 

10 

17 

13 

14* 

K* 

18 

3ol\l (Mto)H 

32 

28 

30 

23 

10 

37 

30 

.37 

38 

16 

to 

11 

30 

15 

I2:»\i (M M»)lt 

45 

•)', 

10 

11 

58 

53 

37 

55 

50 

58 

51 

57 

50 

5(t 

123X3 (Vlio)B 

*3 

12 

31 

12 

51 

11 

30 

18 

10 

53 

12 

51 

10 

.51 

!2o\2 (MIO)H 

30 

20 

10 

13 

17 

.i.) 

30 

5(i 

.> i 

58 

5.» 

57 

.i . 

58 

127x1 (M5o) 

30 

31 

13 

31 

32 

31 

30 

30 

"•i 

53 

52 

5(1 

.51 

53 

127X3 (M10)H 

:u 

21 

(I 

28 

18 

17 

18 

15 

17 

18 

15 

10 

15 

17 

crx i (\t to) it 

17 

30 

20 

18 

30 

37 

30 

33 

.37 

30 

37 

12 

35 

30 

127X5 (MtO)B 

37 

01 

22 

10 

U 

31 

13 

13 

12 

16 

35 

13 

11 

13 

i.nxo (\i:»o) 

30 

2<» 

30 

38 

18 

15 

17 

17 

17 

18 

II 

18 

18 

18 

HIM <M5o) 

32 

28 

10 

10 

33 

10 

32 

51 

52 

33 

17 

>2 

51 

52 

i:u\ 2 <M5t» 

27 

23 

•i*) 

31 

38 

32 

.37 

30 

30 

35 

31 

38 

to 

35 

tt3xo (M5o> 

38 

20 

30 

13 

10 

13 

18 

50 

10 

30 

It 

18 

50 

18 

172X0 (\U0)H 

37 

In 

31 

10 

38 

30 

.38 

10 

30 

to 

■»“ 

38 

30 

35 

172X1 (M 10)11 

13 

13 

32 

11 

50 

12 

18 

17 

18 

51 

13 

10 

18 

51 

172X2 (Mto)H 

38 

12 

30 

.70 

18 

10 

17 

11 

15 

18 

II 

to 

11 

11 

5.31X3 (\itom 

II 

12 

30 

33 

33 

3(i 

20 

35 

35 

31 

33 

28 

33 

32 

531X1 (M7>0) 

00 

38 

32 

11 

32 

38 

17 

.70 

5(i 

33 

(iO 

18 

58 

50 

:»u\n (m:»o) 

33 

21 

07 

11 

37 

37 

3o 

55 

52 

58 

28 

51 

51 

55 

i ioxo ni5o> 

34 

•H 

32 

11 

37 

31 

31 

30 

31 

36 

•>- 

33 

30 

31 

r.ixo (Mtom 

13 

2.i 

11 

.38 

31 

13 

32 

17 

18 

31 

15 

.52 

17 

18 

:»:»2\o (\i mom 

21 

31 

II 

'■i 

.> i 

.».) 

54 

50 

57 

57 

53 

51 

50 

50 

552\2 (Mimit 

00 

33 

3(» 

37 

08 

(HI 

03 

08 

o7 

70 

56 

ot 

67 

66 

552 X 1 (M tout 

1 1 

(Hi 

20 

33 

33 

31 

.32 

.37 

31 

31 

31 

30 

30 

31 

552X5 (\1tO)H 

13 


23 

38 

18 

38 

32 

15 

11 

18 

31 

.i2 

It 

It 

5ih>\i (M tout 

28 

.73 

10 

37 

37 

30 

.78 

5.i 

58 

58 

50 

57 

.i.i 

50 

<*o5Xi (M5n) 

22 

33 

to 

33 

30 

33 

51 

50 

51 

51 

52 

52 

50 

51 

A SfhiMils 

207X1 < \(Hi) 

31 

03 

11 

12 

10 

50 

10 

50 

51 

51 

51 

10 

52 

53 

203 \ 3 i \<mo 

.38 

32 

10 

10 

32 

30 

32 

10 

51 

5.3 

32 

51 

50 

- o 

r»:»ix« ( AMD 

It 

30 

30 

32 

<»8 

72 

00 

00 

00 

08 

68 

0() 

00 

(>7 

<*o2\o atom 

12 

(2 

30 

11 

00 

60 

57 

00 

0) 

58 

61 

5(i 

00 

()0 

002X1 < \ I4»)H 

30 

23 

13 

13 

32 

31 

51 

,*2 

53 

50 

51 

50 

.52 

51 

tio.'.xo (\:»o) 

20 

00 

13 

11 

12 

31 

30 

18 

18 

n 

53 

tl 

18 

.5 1 

(►15X2 (\7o) 

(Hi 

03 

21 

33 


21 

fo 

20 

23 

25 

20 

20 

•)* 

20 

o."»l Xo < \7o) 

30 

24 

0.3 

13 

.) , 

02 

55 

.) • 

00 

.57 

62 

55 

58 

<>o 

072X1 <\80) 

18 

21 

11 

23 

30 

11 

31 

35 

30 

30 

16 

30 

38 

13 

072X2 ( \H0) 

20 

21 

30 

37 

18 

34 

18 

18 

51 

17 

51 

18 

10 

.51 

702X0 <W0)B 


23 

30 

30 

10 

11 

30 

II 

13 

to 

13 

30 

11 

12 

732X0 < \60) 

20 

31 

31 

10 

30 

53 

18 

51 

52 

.»2 

55 

to 

53 

53 

772X1 (\(H)) 

38 

03 

o2 

31 

00 

00 

5o 

00 

01 

*1 i 

61 


50 

Ol 


( . N-h<MiU 


202 X(» ((.HO) 

32 

15 

35 

20 

13 

II 

13 

13 

11 

11 

12 

13 

lo 

1(> 

201X0 (( ,<tO) 

((* 

20 

61 

II 

61 

6.5 

63 

02 

65 

03 

62 

62 

03 

02 

205X0 0.8(0 

31 

07 

11 

*■* 

5.5 

51 

16 

02 

58 

55 

12 

16 

(it 

57 

2(MiXo ((. 80 ) 

28 

18 

37 

35 

13 

It 

11 

15 

15 

30 

30 

10 

II 

12 

231X1 (< .(H)) 

(Mi 

31 

27 

1 1 

20 

20 

15 

23 

25 

23 

30 

10 

20 

28 

231X2 ((.00 

12 

20 

51 

51 

(Hi 

65 

68 

(»5 

(8 

o7 

00 

70 

07 

71 

233X0 l(.(HO 

tl 

35 

15 

5i 

.58 

52 

57 

50 

57 

‘*8 

50 

57 

01 

58 

251X0 ((.8(0 

3.5 

13 

35 

3*» 

18 

17 

17 

17 

5o 

10 

13 

18 

18 

50 

27 IXo ((.(HO 

26 

2o 

38 

33 

16 

17 

15 

15 

17 

to 

10 

17 

17 

10 

27oXo «.(H0 

30 

r 

12 

35 

10 

51 

10 

18 

51 

51 

51 

51 

18 

53 

201\0 ((.(HO 

22 

•»- 

37 

20 

10 

15 

30 

11 

13 

12 

17 

12 

1.3 

15 

301X0 0.(H0 

28 

21 

61 

31 

57 

(i7 

56 

5(» 

03 

50 

(Hi 

58 

58 

65 

127X2 ((750) 

30 

31 

18 

38 

56 

.i.i 

52 

5(i 

57 

50 

01 

58 

00 

65 

511 X<» ((.(HO 

27 

10 

10 

35 

12 

15 

30 

13 

It 

12 

12 

30 

11 

11 

5IIXI ((.(H0 

28 

02 

23 

33 

37 

31 

35 

30 

38 

37 

II 

10 

11 

It 

553X0 0.65) 

.1 • 

37 

51 

68 

01 

55 

57 

(Hi 

02 

01 

51 

58 

o7 

02 

571X0 <(. KO 

tt 

21 

17 

12 

51 

5o 

55 

52 

53 

51 

10 

55 

52 

51 

622\o 0.00 

10 

18 

37 


37 

13 

36 

35 

to 

38 

11 

36 

30 

10 

(*22X 1 <((H0 

08 

17 

17 

ii 

53 

68 

16 

5(» 

01 

53 

50 

17 

51 

50 

753X0 ((.(HI) 

26 

21 

11 


50 

15 

50 

13 

!(• 

51 

18 

18 

11 

18 


II 














TaM«* 2 (Continurd) 


OmvvnlUmal 
( 411*1 po«» ten 


Cl 


4,2 


C Schools (Conhmifif) 

Hll\« (ClMB 
wi \2 (cr»)B 
002\0 UiWO 
*M 2\2 (COO) 

<HIA\0 (COO) 

«N)t\0 (COO) 

»mi 5 \o (coo) 

WfttXO (COO) 
oit\l (CM) 

oiaxo (cmi) 

«/ 22\0 <C 10 ) 

MftlVI (COO) 

OH 2 XO (CM) 

K Schools 

jtaxo (loot 

Au 2\0 d 80l|l 

(KftoW 
aoa \2 H'rtoW 
aoa\> <ikoih 
ttuxo o:ho>h 
aovxi i\ »»>b 

AtUU (l.ftOlH 

un\:> ohoiiv 
AUVX o il Hollt 
ocai uhoih 
ntoxo u «mn 
<ih >\2 OHOtH 
m 7 \o (Fftoui 
U0\0 <1 «I»>M 

u;xi Uftom 
llo \2 OMo>H 
t|0\A <180111 
v:\\u 

121X1 U ftnlli 
\Zi\2 tl HoW 
-tjJ\- OWOU 

ij J \0 ( 1810)1 

(2."A0 (KHOlH 
U'AI UHOlH 
t 20\0 U HOlO 
tjj,\| (I Hlllfi 
tjiA- <1 HnW 
A2HXO iMtOH 

ajhxi <M«»m 

A28XA U HiOB 
A2H\I (Kt*i»>l* 
\\\W (KHOlH 

ah xo (Know 
l (Kn»> 
A02X2 <KM0 
102 X I IKMO 

1<IA\0 IKHOIH 
MUXO <KMO 
MUX) IKMO 
12 AVI llAOl 
toAXO <hoo) 

511 v> »)5m 
:ai\o (iaoi 
avjx 1 tKAni 


t»> ai 

?a :c 


AH 5V 
21 27 


28 no 
)'> v: 

21 


12 W 

am A7 
v 1 15 

2: 2.1 

A A A A 
AA *2 

1 : 

2 : 2H 

to A5 
10 35 

A l 17 
A2 AO 
A2 15 
20 28 

27 2H 

aa 52 
H AV 
20 -)«'» 

28 32 


xo a: 

U in 


02 nn 

17 5» 


m hi 
to An 
vo vh 
50 An 
0 1 nn 
11 vn 


vo An 
no AH 


12 

:m 

M 

10 

12 

15 

12 

IA 

10 

15 

51 

1 H 

Al 

AO 

A A 

AH 

02 

AA 

05 

(.1 

lit 

.A? 

17 

AO 

AO 

n 

~ 0 

12 

VO 

AO 

51 

A 2 

,M 

52 

AA 

u 

12 

in 

VH 

10 

AO 

AH 

Al 

V2 

U 

AO 

in 

Vo 

Al 

Al 

12 

10 

10 

1A 

11 

AO 

AT 

An 

11 

11 

71 

72 

71 

7 A 

72 

VA 

12 

AO 

15 

15 


10 

1 H 

AM 

51 

Vo 

10 

10 

10 

n 

A2 

AO 

10 

Al 

AO 

IT 

11 

12 

A 5 

18 

u 


52 

1 

05 

>H 

1A 

OH 

OA 

\(\ 

51 

Ol 

50 

VH 

5ft 

(%5 

5n 

10 

IA 

11 

AA 

VA 

IA 

>2 

51 

50 

10 

ol 

o 2 

VO 

10 

Ol 

50 

15 

07 

75 


55 

*8 

ol 

1*0 



_ 

- - 


i:> 1.1 

An A A 
no no 
51 52 

10 VO 

51 vh 
IB 17 
<*2 02 
00 07 

01 02 
OA Ol 
Al ao 
51 A1 
05 oA 
no <>o 


AH 

AT 

Aft 

AO 

AH 

It 

(1 

11 

11 

It 

to 

5 A 

18 

VH 

51 

AA 

51 

AO 

Al 

. 11 

00 

-».> 

5ft 

ol 

no 

to 

5 A 

11 

VO 

At 

AH 

05 

50 

OA 

oA 


An 

A2 50 

Vu 

VH 

11 

OA 

OV 

OA 1 

5A 

12 

AA 

to 

It 

AV 

78 

HA 

TT 

VH 

17 

10 

Y> 

15 

An 

TrT 

51 

A(i 

Vo 

,l,i 

VI 

AH 

ol 

OA 

Ol 

v: 

to 

!A 

A A 

11 

10 

AO 

58 

AO 

VA 

AT 

12 

to 

VA 

VO 

Al 

IT 

.? 2 

AH 

o 2 

At 

in 

AO 

VA 

VA 

VI 

tt 

At 

.At 

AO 

11 

12 

vn 

1 ’’ 

AH 

AA 

AA 

A2 

VH 

r* 

15 

IV 

V 2 

AT 

AT 

t>7 

u\ 

00 

12 

AH 

AO 

At 

VI 

AA 

V(> 

AH 

tt 

5 A 

IT 

vo 

trtt 

5o 

50 

51 

VO 

IT 


20 

AO 


V.A 

in 

vo 

AH 

U 

on 

02 

;» 1 

o7 

00 

00 

m 

VA 

. 1 , 


57 

IfH 

12 

AV 

IT 

Al 

51 

*•) 

u2 

AH 

02 

02 

A 1 

ol 

77 

Ol 

7 A 

ol 

ftO 

oA 


51 V« 
82 HA 


51 

50 

51 

At 

50 

AH 

b2 

M) 

VA 

V 2 

07 

(»(i 

18 

IT 

51 

At 

02 

Ol 

12 

12 

10 

Vn 

52 

51 

61 

oA 

VO 

AO 

10 

15 


r. 1 

.> I 

, > 1 

50 

VH 

11 

VA 

58 

50 

to 

VH 

4 A 

IA 

00 

(>(> 

11 

VV 

18 

|0 


18 10 
AH AA 
o:i 02 
57 A t 
10 VH 
55 A A 
10 15 

OA OA 
00 <*0 
02 57 

01 OA 
A 2 AA 
AO 50 
OA 02 
00 00 
75 75 


SrWmr M 0>r r*< H m »unA m H»M. 

cz r- H.v.- . .. »« -f-xr # 

« ••»•• H.-,«nalr. B»w \« ,..h.T, «r T.rp-t .U* 

12 



Tahir X (Comparison of (Corrected Validities, Three Prediction 
(Composites Against Technical School Final Grade 0 ' ^ 



( '.on tent tonal 


(.1 



C2 


School 

M \ i. Y 

M 

\ i; k 

\ 

M A 

1. Y \ 

\ 


M Schools 
















II l\i» (M5n) 

M 

12 

‘,7 

22 

67 

oH 

(»7 

(►8 

00 

68 

<41 

00 

70 

To 

118 

:n*l\o (Mmj)h 1 

20 

21 

28 

32 

tl 

37 

It 

15 

It 

50 

M> 

10 

10 

51 

51 

till \ 1 (\1 Ml)It 

12 

tl 

to 

31 

to 

to 

18 

lo 

i: 

31 

18 

3d 

18 

53 

50 

42 3X1 (Mto)H 

:*2 

22 

20 

20 

62 

37 

Ol 

(81 

ol 

63 

55 

01 

(81 

(81 

311 

123X3 (MitOH 

10 

12 

2} 

18 

56 

11 

55 

33 

53 

.»i 

M, 

3(. 

53 

55 

280 

V20X2 tM 4(811 

to 

2H 

20 

l(i 

50 

37 

58 

58 

30 

(.0 

50 

50 

50 

(81 

1.700 

\::\\ <\!5oi 

20 

21 

10 

II 

56 

33 

55 

.33 

5(. 

57 

55 

5t 

55 

.57 

2o2 

427X3 mom 

to 

22 

12 

32 

22 

21 

52 

10 

31 

52 

ta 

53 

10 

32 

111 

127X1 (M 10)11 

22 

22 

22 

22 

38 

.to 

Ml 

3(i 

3*» 

to 

30 

13 

.37 

tl 

1 18 

i27\:» <\tium 

U 

Ot 

22 

M 

tH 

37 

tt. 

17 

15 

to 

37 

17 

17 

to 

311 

Ml VI (\15(D 

to 

27 

11 

16 

51 

.20 

51 

33 

33 

51 

50 

51 

51 

51 

200 

It 1 \ 1 l\15o) 

20 

20 

M 

t2 

20 

32 

3t. 

33 

3t. 

57 

50 

5(t 

51 

...» 

2.205 

mi \2 (\r»iu 

22 

22 

27 

10 

11 

37 

12 

15 

12 

12 

35 

(1 

12 

(1 

(.7 

tUXo <M5n) 

ta 

22 

to 

21 

56 

21 

33 

50 

5t. 

57 

50 

5(« 

57 

55 

322 

I72\0 (M unit 

72 

22 

22 

(id 

00 

3m 

Ml 

(8) 

57 

61 

M, 

50 

50 

50 

18 

172X1 (M MOH 

22 

17 

28 

!•» 

57 

t8 

25 

55 

35 

58 

to 

5o 

55 

57 

173 

<\t unit 

tl 

12 

to 

38 

20 

12 

10 

It, 

17 

to 

tl 

18 

15 

M, 

105 

5.31X3 (MUDIt 

12 

12 

to 

33 

33 

36 

2‘* 

3.3 

33 

31 

33 

28 

33 

32 

102 

:.;t i \ t <\i*,in 

1 1 

28 

.22 

10 

50 

.27 

15 

31 

33 

51 

50 

M, 

5(, 

58 

18 

5tlXo (M50) 

OH 

27 

(8* 

2(. 

60 

to 

08 

(K. 

(it 

60 

31 

(.7 

05 

(.5 

28 

5 toXO <\l.5lH 

16 

27 

20 

20 

17 

to 

to 

18 

13 

17 

30 

15 

18 

15 

<10 

551x0 im wo it 

22 

27 

21 

18 

50 

32 

Ml 

53 

.0 

50 

52 

50 

55 

5(. 

207 

552x11 im no it 

20 

22 

12 

21 

58 

37 

5(> 

ol 

50 

58 

51 

55 

01 

58 

1 12 

552X2 (\i tout 

HO 

01 

o7 

71 

70 

71 

7(« 

70 

78 

80 

(8, 

70 

78 

77 

tt 

onittB 

10 

o7 

21 

37 

37 

33 

31 

30 

30 

36 

3.3 

32 

38 

3(. 

to 

552X5 <M tout 

22 

lo 

27 

i: 

57 

11 

(8i 

31 

52 

57 

Ml 

(81 

53 

52 

120 

"*i*<*\ 1 (Mto)U 

26 

22 

22 

M 

60 

(i2 

01 

58 

ol 

61 

(,l 

(8) 

58 

02 

200 

«r»\ i (M.'»o) 

22 

21 

21 

12 

51 

37 

31 

51 

53 

55 

56 

5o 

51 

55 

558 

TolaU .iml Vcrajs**' 

It 

27 

12 

to 

55 

30 

31 

31 

51 

56 





K.220 

.4 Sch(M*l»i 
















207X1 (\Ml) 

21 

Ot 

II 

12 

10 

to 

18 

5o 

31 

51 

50 

10 

52 

53 


203X3 ( M*o) 

to 

28 

10 

12 

22 

53 

55 

32 

51 

55 

54 

57 

52 

55 

108 

:>:>t\o (\<»o) 

H 

22 

(.0 

22 

60 

73 

(»8 

70 

71 

00 

00 

(.7 

(.7 

00 

to 

MI2X0 < \ HDH 

M 

16 

ol 

10 

62 

63 

(81 

(.3 

(.3 

00 

64 

50 

(.2 

02 

110 

002X1 (\M»B 

27 

21 

18 

11 

21 

53 

31 

33 

33 

"•> 

53 

52 

:»t 

53 

135 

mkxo (\;>o) 

21 

1 1 

12 

12 

12 

50 

30 

i: 

IT 

It 

53 

11 

17 

3d 

112 

015x21 \7o) 

or, 

Ot 

2o 

33 

22 

20 

10 

28 

23 

•>“ 

10 

20 

.»- 

20 

30 

051 \o (\7o) 

28 

22 

(►2 

17 

00 

65 

58 

00 

03 

Ol 

65 

38 

ol 

(.3 

72 

1*72X1 1 \Bo) 

20 

27 

10 

28 

M 

2 1 

12 

12 

to 

15 

53 

13 

45 

50 

2tt 

072X2 ( \Ho) 

22 

to 

27 

12 

22 

60 

33 

5o 

57 

51 

60 

55 

5(. 

57 

357 

7»2X0 (Ut»ll 

22 

26 

11 

21 

12 

15 

10 

12 

II 

12 

15 

10 

43 

tt 

3.315 

7.52X0 ( \MI) 

21 

12 

2o 

11 

22 

38 

53 

3(. 

57 

5(i 

60 

51 

58 

58 

(.23 

732 X 1 (\<8i> 

38 

00 

01 

21 

(HI 

50 

5(i 

(.0 

01 

57 

61 

57 

58 

(81 


Iillill* .Mill \v«Til|'(*'- 

22 

28 

21 

12 

22 

55 

21 

53 

51 


55 




5,5li8 

1. >< In ml* 
















202X0 K.Ho) 

10 

to 

22 

12 

.20 

50 

50 

50 

(8) 

.38 

50 

50 

1,1 

01 

00 

2oj\o (i;mi) 

22 

27 

60 

23 

72 

7j 

70 

70 

72 

70 

70 

70 

70 

00 

83 

20*.Xo (C8o) 

20 

IK 

70 

07 

71 

73 

08 

78 

70 

73 

(41 

68 

77 

75 

43 

200\0 ((.WO 

22 

28 

61 

61 

00 

(io 

05 

07 

(.7 

03 

01 

6t 

1,7 

(.5 

88 

23 | X1 ((.Ml) 

02 

27 

32 

12 

22 

33 

20 

■>7 

30 

28 

30 

24 

30 

32 

30 

231X2 u; MO 

20 

21 

20 

i: 

03 

63 

05 

(.2 

(.5 

Ot 

01 

68 

(.1 

00 

tl 

233V) ((.mi) 

ta 

12 

22 

2(» 

(.3 

58 

62 

0} 

(.2 

(.3 

50 

62 

(8, 

02 

101 

27* 1X0 ((.BO) 

to 

22 

55 

22 

(.2 

61 

61 

(.2 

(.3 

(.2 

50 

62 

(.2 

01 

185 

27 1\0 ((.MO 

22 

22 

15 

10 

51 

,52 

51 

51 

52 

52 

51 

52 

52 

53 

111 

27(*\0 (t.Mi) 

21, 

2o 

50 

13 

30 

58 

56 

55 

57 

57 

58 

58 

55 

50 

433 

20|\o ((.MM 

20 

21 

to 

37 

18 

51 

17 

to 

50 

50 

53 

40 

50 

52 

500 

:vm\<» (< :<«m 

20 

20 

60 

11 

(.3 

73 

61 

ot 

To 

ot 

72 

66 

(8, 

71 

30 

127X2 (i.5d| 

38 

27 

51 

tl 

58 

58 

55 

30 

Oil 

(.2 

(8. 

60 

03 

or 

77 

"»t !\(t ((.00) 

20 

28 

51 

12 

32 

55 

50 

53 

51 

*■> 

52 

10 

53 

53 

330 

:»i i\i (i.MO 

t; 

II 

37 

13 

to 

It 

15 

17 

17 

to 

to 

18 

to 

.51 

33 

553X0 ((.(Ml 

Mi 

22 

62 

72 

71 

07 

60 

71 

72 

Tl 

(.7 

(.0 

75 

72 

MV 

'.71 vi (l.MD 

tt 

21 

17 

12 

31 

.50 

55 

51 

53 

51 

10 

51 

52 

31 

000 

(.22X0 ((.MO 


21 

to 

21 

to 

12 

30 

3K 

12 

II 

tt, 

30 

30 

tt 

308 

(.22X1 (<.M0 

is 

28 

66 

to 

08 

78 

02 

7d 

70 

08 

72 

63 

0" 

73 

38 

r.vtxo ((.mo 

22 

22 

23 

tt 

3(» 

53 

56 

51 

51 

37 

35 

53 

to 

33 

35 


I Cl 












Tahir H ( Continued ,) 




< OIU(N»nit*-N 



Cl*||||Mlsill 

SrhtHil 

M 

\ 

4. 

K 

M 

\ 

4. 

(• S-h»H»U {( nnltnm-tf) 

8i i\o M.c.m 

21 


:t.» 

ja 

ta 

ta 

:t8 

hi i\2 icon 

27 

22 

ii 

Ci 

17 

17 

10 

•102X41 M.tiOl 

;r. 

to 

>0 

It 

.1 

58 

5:< 

•102X2 << .<«!»> 

10 

.47* 

7.0 

7*0 

Ol 

58 

0| 

•Ni:tXM U.ei4» 

;.o 

II 

7»2 

VI 

4*7. 

ol 

4*:t 

•HUM* M.t*0> 

tl 

27 

17 

It 

7.1 

55 

17 

•Xi'Ali (1.4*40 

Ci 

7»| 

7,7, 

*4* 

01 

4*7 

o;t 

•HNi\0 (4.4*40 

Id 

t.t 

(7* 

2K 

II 

10 

:t? 

•>i ixt <i;oui 

Id 

IK 

51 

C. 

.50 

5 1 

10 

•>r*Xo «;««oi 

21 

17 

:w. 

21 

Mt 

It 

n 

•)22Xn (4.MO 

28 

II 

15 

2o 

ta 

50 

10 

onixo ( 1 . 4*40 

Mi 

11 

01 

5o 

to 

(.1 

4.41 

‘W2X0 (4.4*40 

tl 

21 

to 

.1.4 

17* 

ia 

15 

I’nul- jmiI \\♦•rajfi"" 

Mi 

Ci 

52 

II 

54. 

•* 

55 

K S-IxmiU 

275X0 <K<a») 

- 

U 

rat 

_ _ 

4*4* 

<*H 

r.a 

t4L’\0 IKKOIH 

22 

17 

t7 

i;t 

58 

.1 

-,7 

to.tXI (KHiDli 

.1 

ta 

10 

57 

nt 

4*1 

i.t 

m\2 (KWOK 


rat 

at 

77* 

HO 

a* 

85 

to.tx t <kwdk 

12 

to 

.t 

(0 

01 

5*1 

4.0 

(KHIOK 

la 

20 

M. 

7*7* 

4*2 

.8 

(.1 

totXl (KWOR 

,n 

Mi 

*,*» 

50 

r.7 

ol 

<i5 

toix i wwor 

15 

(8 

M* 

4*4* 

71 

4*«i 

4iO 

toix7. (kwok 

Ci 

ta 

58 

57 

58 

*.a 

III 

l\f> (KHO)lt 

ill 

(>o 

Mi 

0 1 

7 1 

71 


to.'A 1 (KWOK 

Cl 

4.4 

►O 

It 

*1 

Mi 

52 

I04»X0 (KWOK 

It 

27 

5(4 

5 « 

ol 

58 

58 

M>0\2 (KWOK 

II 

to 

Mi 

o:t 

4*0 

4*8 

(•<■ 

io:\M (KWOK 

M. 

11 

ta 

10 

52 

|0 

51 

t|o \0 (KWOR 

It 

42 

17 

50 

57 

5 * 

5(i 

h:\i (Kwor 

(2 

12 

M> 

10 

4*t 

58 

ol 

tl<A2 (1W0R 

ta 

(7 

i*2 

4*7 

71 

75 

4.0 

Uti\:t (KWOK 

(l 

20 

ta 

10 

18 

15 

51 

t 2 txn ((won 

27 

27* 

vt 

5.4 

57 

<*2 

55 

.421X1 (KWOR 

7*2 

ta 

5l* 

7*4) 

<*<* 

4.5 

4*7 

421X2 (KWOR 

(1 

21* 

7*.t 

05 

Ot 

(.0 

5o 

t22X2 (KWOK 

17 

21 

M 

01 

4*0 

58 

5l* 

42IXU (KWOR 

M 

to 

It 

02 

4*5 

4*0 

Ol 

.12'AII (KWOK 

to 

27 

It 

IH 

7*41 

Vt 

51 

(25X1 (KWOR 

t.t 

1 1 

to 

II 

(0 

M. 

lo 

UOXo (KWOR 

M 

ia 

/*<* 

71 

82 

82 

82 

ui.xi (kwor 

12 

21 

17 

52 

57 

55 

51 

12<A2 (KWOR 

;,7 

2d 

M. 

50 

4.5 

55 

4*5 

12HXO (KWOR 

(7 

to 

12 

IH 

5i» 

52 

55 

t28\l (KWOR 

II 

17 

Vt 

00 

4*4* 

(*t 

1*2 

.42HX.4 (KWOR 

5;t 

20 

5t 

07* 

7o 

1*4* 

1*8 

tJHXI (KWOR 

tn 

27 

52 

57 

i*2 

Ml 

50 

tll\ 1 (KWOK 

55 

17 

21 

.57 

1.0 

II 

5|* 

UIXf. (KWOR 

:.o 

7»7 

7.1 

05 

4*7 

ol 

1*5 

.M»2X l (KWO 

12 

21 

II 

10 

•4* 

5o 

51 

(4*2X2 (K4*40 

.12 

02 

O'* 

01 

1*5 

71 

O.t 

4i»2\ 4 (K<*40 

m 

20 

4*2 

50 

71 

4.7 

To 

Mi.iXn (KWOK 

.a 

M> 

o'* 

7.4 

7 7 

7*, 

75 

MKXo (KoiO 

dl 

55 

5.t 

02 

4*0 

4.41 

OK 

MUXI (KMO 

Mi 

17* 

'*0 

IH 

(I 

r. 

(7 

(21X0 (K.ol 

C» 

2t 

7*2 

51 

Ol 

5o 

58 

K.AII (KMO 

Til* 

52 

r*a 

O.l 

7.4 

71 

71 

:.iixo ik:.o> 

7*2 

It 

7.1 

55 

4*5 

f* 1 

1*5 

512 x 0 (K.vo 

70 

tl 

Vt 

77 

82 

71 

81 

'» 42X 1 (K.VO 

(O 

'*2 

i»2 

57 

4*7 

(Mi 

4*7 

rural- ami \irra|cr* 

17 

C» 

Vt 

57 

4*5 

f»2 

fit 





OtlTdll Ii 

>l«U and 

lOTHfl 

Unix 



M 50 




1 1 

a N*li*clnr M for rarli 


in Kohl. 





1 Itfirnal lii«\ #• 

Immoi nmittnl from rorroialioM- 

In - 

il\ 1* *>|l(|<’ 


"M <l«”*i^rrali”' Hum* 

-f IlIHlI 

- Ml 

nlltrr- art* 

Tarjji*l -i 

him 

V 






















When individual aptitude areas, individual levels, and individual schools are considered, the K 
criterion technique finds even more utility. The average of Cl composite validities for M schools is .55; the 
average conventional M aptitude index is .44 (see Table 3). CIA averages .55 for A schools, whereas the 
average AI-A is only .28. The average C1G (for G schools) is .55, while the average AI-G is .52. Finally, the 
average C1E is .65, compared with an average AI-E of .57. Certainly in the M and A areas, the Cl 
composites are superior to the AI composites. In the G area, the Cl composite is slightly better than the Al, 
and in the Electronic area, the difference is well worthwhile. 

The largest improvement is obviously in the A schools, and a close scrutiny explains why. Of the 13 A 
schools, the Al-A composite yields the least prediction of all the conventional Al composites in nine of 
them (06\). In fact, in every one of the A schools, the conventional AI-G appears to be a better predictor 
than Al-A. In no other aptitude area is this true. Taking into account that the A schools comprise 1 1.143 
subjects (a very large sample), the development of a new Administrative composite would seem to be 
worthwhile, even if the AIs continue to he computed in the conventional way. 

Considering levels within aptitude areas, the Base groups (that group in which the weights were 
derived which were then applied to the target groups) would be expected to produc e higher Cl validities 
than the Target groups because the equations that were instrumental in producing the K. criterion were 
derived in the Base groups. If the Cl validities of the Base group an* substantially higher than those of the 
Target groups, more benefit would he expected from using the Cl composite with sc hools at that level. 
However, the evidence argues the opposite case. 

In the M area, the average Al-M validity for the Base schools is .45 and the average Cl-M validity for 
these schools is .54. an increase of .06. In the* Target schools (see Table 4). the* average Al-M validity is .41 
and the average* CI-M is .56. an increase of .15. 

Ta(>le 4. Improvements in Prediction by C2 Composites, 

Base and Target Schools Compared 



Bast* 

Schools 

Targ»*l 

Schools 

AI(M) 

.45 

41 

CMM) 

.54 

.56 

Difference 

.06 

.15 

AI(A) 

.35 

.25 

Cl (A) 

.54 

.55 

Difference 

.16 

.30 

\i«;) 

40 

.52 

ci «;> 

.42 

.55 

Difference 

.02 

.03 

AI(K) 

.57 

.56 

<:i(K) 

.(>5 

.00 

Difference 

.08 

.10 










In tin* \ area. the average \l- \ validitx is ..V> for Ha>r group school* and average t .1 - \ \ aliditv i- I. 
a difference of .1*). In the \ ari*a Target school*. the average \l-\validilv is .2.“> and average1 I - \ validilv 
is .V>. 

11-area Hum* schools produce an average \l-<» validitx of .10 and average 4 M> validilv ol 12. an 
improvement o| onl\ .02. Tin* 1'argel schools produce an M-t> validitx of ,o2 and a ( I -4. average validitx 
ol an improvemenl of .O.'V 

Overall, the average M~K validilv in the Has* group* i* which nirre.he* in .0.» (,i .Oil 

improvement) when the 4,1-K composite is used. In On* | ; , arra Tarp*l «chool*. the average \ 1-1 ’ validilv i* 

eoinpared with .(>(> lor the 4.1-1’ composite. an improvement of .10. 

In siimiuan. I In* 4.1 composite produces more improv einenl in the Target schools in even m-ianee 
(though I hi* elleet is small in the <» area). I'll i - result i* exacllv the opposite oi pred i« l ion*, and the reason 
this elleet should appear is unknown. \t an\ rate. Using the 4!| romposiie* in the Target *cltonU I rat her 
than the \l composites) would Im* more advantageous than using them in the Ua-e «ehooU. 

I here were vcrx large differences amoi)|( individual schools in the amount ot predictive 
improvement effected hv the 4'I eomposile. These differences ranged from -.12 (seliool 231X1. <di(t) to 
+ ..>3 (school . 32X I. \(>0). There xxas no inerease in predielixe aeriiraex in onlx 12 of the I 10 »ehooU. The 
validities o( I.) sellouts improved at lea*-! .10 xxhen the ( ’I composite is substituted tor the traditional \l 
eoinposiles. 21 schools improved at least . I «>. and 12 improved at lea** I .20. (Jcarlv. there are manx 
indix idual sehools in w hieh use of the 4.1 eomposile eon Id result in substantial improvement in predielix e 
effieienex. 


I\. COM M SIONS VNO ItM OMMKM) \ I IONS 

I he inlormaliou eonlained in this report leads to ilie I ollowing conclusion* and recommendation*: 

I. Across all sehools. the method of producing tin* (’I eomposile xields results suhstantiallx better 
than the traditional method ot producing the AI eomposile. The traditional approach produces an average 
validitx <d .30. compared with .,V> produced hx the ( .1 composites. The difference between the squares of 
these validitx coefficients is .10 (.33 minus .23). and the proportiofial iiitprovement (.10 -r- .23) is .10. 
I his last niiniher means tliat. starting with 2.»% predictive effieienex using tin* conventional Ms. a I0"n 
improvement (raising 2.1% up to .’TV») can he made h\ forming tin* Ms in the manner described for the 4 J 
composites. If 4,1 composites arc used to select lor some hill not all the schools, much more dramatic 
results max he obtained (e.g.. I I f\0. 33IXL 332X0. 3(»0\l. (i03\l. all the \ school*. 3(»2X I. and 
others). I sing Ms eoinputed in tin* traditional manner to select for some schools, ami <3 composites 
computed as in this study to select for others is not a serious problem. Tin* onlx additional procedure 
involved would he tin* computation and recording for each enlistee of an additional set of composite*—an 
almost trivial procedure for a computer. 

2. The 1.1 composites are not suhstantiallx improxed hx adding educational variable* to the -el <d 
*tible*l predictors. 

.1. \lthotigh the primarv objective of this *tudv wa* not the cxaluation ol the predielix r c| | inrnev ol 
the eonveulioital aptitude imle\«»*. the \dmini*t rativ c \l. a> ciirrcntlv constituted. *hov\* up ,i* *uch a 
poor selector lor schools in the \dinini*lrative area that this lindiug should he d<»eument**d. \seerlaiuiug 
tin* validitx ol this finding should h*• tin* objective of future research on \>\ \lt composite* .mil ll 
confirmed, efforts should he directed to the development ol a new Vdministratix** \l to increase the 
predictive validilv of this composite. 


Id 








L Tin* k-composite procedure worked rather well. It is a procedure which shoithl he useful not onlx 
in the context described lierein. hut also in academic prediction studies involving grade point averages o( 
freshmen, sophomores, junior**, and seniors collapsed into a single criterion group. The procedure could 
also he used in studies predicting rating criteria collected on the same scale on subjects of different rank* 
and in other situations when* criterion data are collected across groups of xarxing levels on scales 
restricted hx arbitrary upper or lovxer limits. 
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